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Subject: EIR comments

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

I am currently raising a young family in the area of Los Altos and find it very unreasonable that
we as a city are not making sure that every health concern is accurately covered. | am not
convinced that building a larger airport is in the best health or financial interest of the city and its
tax payers.

Below are my comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long Beach Airport
Area Terminal Improvement Project.

I am particularly alarmed by the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the proposed project of a 103,000
square foot Terminal Building “is the environmentally superior alternative.” According to
USGBC LEED criteria which is supposed to be a guiding principal for this project, the larger a
building is, the more it materials it requires to build, the more energy it requirs to light, the more
energy it requires to air condition, the more energy it requires to heat, more chemicals it requires
to maintain, and it creates more heat source in an urban landscape. Furthermore the larger
alternative relies on the development presently undeveloped of Parcel “O” which is now open
space and permeable land. Accoroding to LEED principals, the larger building would be the
environmentally inferior alterantive.

Most people would agree that building a parking structure to accommodate passengers driving
single accompany vehicles to and from the airport is also an environmentally inferior
alternative.

HNTB’s 2004 study recommending an even larger terminal building shows bias. City Council
approved a smaller size option because HNTB conclusions ignored the voices of hundreds of
hours of testimony of residents who oppose airport expansion. For purposes of this study, the
City Council voted to study a stated project - nothingmore. If the EIR discusses HNTB's
recomendations at all, it must also cite all the public testimoney that HNTB ignored because
airport management was paying for the study.

Noise evaluations in this Draft report are very problematic. The public has just recently learned
that the noise calculation disregard the nigh level of noise when a jet is taking off and landing,
when wheels are on the ground. Full public disclosure requires that ALL the airport noise, noise
that the surrounding community is exposed to, must be disclosed. This includes ALL the noise
from life-flight, military and any other aviation noise that may be disregarded in the budgets for
the Noise Ordinance. Policy makers and the public must have a comprehensive data of all the
noise exposure. The noise contours must show all the present and expected noise impacts.



It is unacceptable that the Draft EIR failed to include air quality data of actual air sampling taken
at, near and around the airport property. In public scoping meetings, there was an overwhelming
public demand for actual air sampling, The only existing air collection point is many blocks
upwind of the airport. When a jet runs up it engines at take off, jet exhaust levels are very high
and are blown into residential neighborhoods. A single collection point upwind of the runway is
unacceptable to eavluate this pollution. Residents demand to know the cumulative negative
impact associated with the ports pollution and the 710 corridor for the movement of goods, must
be considered so the public knows the health risk.

The evaluation of emmissions form aircraft still using lead-based additives in aviation fuel. must
be conducted. Lead exposure is very hazardous to humans.

My personal opinion is that the council is seeking a larger airport because they don't live under
it. Consider the issue as if they were flying over your home or taking off down the street from
you and your family.

Lisa King
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